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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

James Leroy Y oung appeals his guilty plea conviction for posses-

sion with intent to distribute cocaine base within 1000 feet of a public
housing facility, in violation of 21 U.S.C. #8E8E # 841(a)(1), 860 (1994).
Finding no error, we affirm.

On appedl, Y oung asserts that counsel was ineffective for allowing
him to plead guilty to the offense because the amount of drugs he pos-
sessed was inconsistent with an intent to distribute. This claim should
be raised in amotion under 28 U.S.C.A. § 2255 (West Supp. 1999),
and not on direct appeal, because the record does not conclusively
show that counsel was ineffective. See United Statesv. King, 119
F.3d 290, 295 (4th Cir. 1997) (providing standard).

Y oung also asserts that the district court erred in refusing to award
athree-level decrease in his base offense level for acceptance of
responsibility under U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual 8 3E1.1
(1997). Wefind that the district court's refusal was not clearly errone-
ous. See United Statesv. Holt, 79 F.3d 14, 17 (4th Cir. 1996).

Accordingly, we affirm Y oung's conviction and sentence. We

grant Y oungd's pro se motion to supplement the record. We dispense
with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are ade-
quately presented in the material s before the court and argument
would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



